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RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I think it is important that we
talk about one of the very first lib-
erties, one of the very first freedoms of
the United States of America, some-
thing which motivated people to cross
the ocean hundreds of years ago in
some very small and leaky ships.

I am talking about people such as
those who first came to Jamestown,
those who were the Puritans and pil-
grims who were motivated to come to
the United States, in large part be-
cause they wanted a land of religious
freedom. They wanted a land where ev-
eryone was free to worship or not wor-
ship according to the dictates of their
own conscience and not be compelled
by the government to give obeisance to
any particular faith but certainly to
have the freedom without intimida-
tion, whether in private or in public, to
express their faith in God.

I bring this to the attention of the
House tonight, Mr. Speaker, because
this is a liberty that is the first one en-
shrined in our Bill of Rights and yet
which is jeopardized by a series of U.S.
Supreme Court decisions that basically
go back to 1962, decisions that are deci-
sions that discriminate against those
who wish to pray at public school,
against school prayer. Voluntary
school prayer even is not permitted in
the same way that free speech and free
religion should permit it. It is re-
stricted at public school graduations.

The Ten Commandments, the U.S.
Supreme Court has said, are unconsti-
tutional if someone tries to display
them in a schoolhouse. They have
struck down nativity scenes and not
only Christian emblems but, for exam-
ple, a Jewish menorah whose display at
a county courthouse was struck down
by the U.S. Supreme Court, even
though, Mr. Speaker, we open sessions
of this House with prayer and the
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag and we
are in a Chamber which has many reli-
gious symbols, in a building which has
many religious symbols, in a place
which has many religious symbols. But
the U.S. Supreme Court has been rul-
ing that those are taboo, they are off
limits, they are unconstitutional if
they are involved in a public place such
as in the school or a courthouse or
many other public forums.

It is because of those threats, Mr.
Speaker, that over 150 Members of this
body have banded together as sponsors
of the religious freedom amendment, a
proposed amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution upon which we will be voting
in this House of Representatives in ap-
proximately 3 weeks from now, because
it is about time that we correct what
the U.S. Supreme Court has done.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer for
the RECORD, and I will give it to the

Clerk in a minute, a very simple fact
sheet about the religious freedom
amendment. Mr. Speaker, this particu-
lar sheet is from a recent publication
by the Ethics of Religious Liberty
Commission of the Southern Baptist
Convention, one of the great number of
religious groups in this country who
are supporting this amendment.

The religious freedom amendment
reads, very simply and very straight-
forward. It is as follows:

‘‘To secure the people’s right to ac-
knowledge God, according to the dic-
tates of conscience: Neither the United
States, nor any State, shall establish
any official religion, but the people’s
rights to pray and to recognize the reli-
gious beliefs, heritage, or traditions on
public property, including schools,
shall not be infringed. Neither the
United States nor any State shall re-
quire any person to join in prayer or
other religious activity, prescribe
school prayers, discriminate against
religion, or deny equal access to a ben-
efit on account of religion.’’

That is the text of the proposed reli-
gious freedom amendment, upon which
we will be voting shortly, to correct
the decisions of the U.S. Supreme
Court which have pushed our country
in the wrong direction, not in a direc-
tion of neutrality, but in a direction of
hostility towards religion.

And reading from the facts sheet of
the Southern Baptist Convention Eth-
ics and Religious Liberty Commission,
what the religious freedom amendment
would and would not do:

It would correct years of judicial
misinterpretation of the establishment
clause. It would not revoke the estab-
lishment clause.

It would reverse many of the restric-
tions that courts have placed upon the
free exercise of religion on government
property in general and public schools
in particular. It would not permit gov-
ernment-sponsored religion or pros-
elytizing.

It would allow greater freedom for
students who wish to pray. It would
not require prayer in public schools.

It would require government to treat
all religions fairly. It would not permit
preference for one religion or sect over
another.

It would advance belief in religious
freedom. It would not advance any par-
ticular religious belief.

It would give greater protection to
individuals against government intru-
sion. It would not create any new right
for government.

It would guarantee that no person be
discriminated against on account of re-
ligion. It would not require that any
person be given special status on ac-
count of religion.

It would require equal access to all
people, regardless of religion. It would
not require unreasonable access to gov-
ernment facilities.

It would protect the liberty of con-
science of all people. It would not pro-
tect only the liberty of people of a ma-
jority faith or of a minority faith or of
no faith.

That is a good succinct summary, be-
cause, Mr. Speaker, it is hard to be
brief about the many problems that
have come from these Supreme Court
decisions.

It was 1962 when the Supreme Court
said that even when it is totally vol-
untary by students, they cannot come
together during school time in public
school to have a prayer together. And
yet, Mr. Speaker, I am so pleased that
so many millions of Americans have at
least done as much as they could, form-
ing different Bible clubs and huddles of
groups, like the Fellowship of Chris-
tian Athletes, that meet before school
and after school and do everything that
they are permitted to do, but they are
not permitted the same freedom and
the same rights that apply to other
school clubs in our public schools.

It was later, it was in 1980, that the
U.S. Supreme Court, in the Stone v.
Graham case said, you cannot display
the Ten Commandments on the wall of
the school because, as they wrote,
‘‘Students might read them and they
might obey them.’’

Now, Mr. Speaker, if there is any-
thing that would be good for the stu-
dents in public schools to obey today,
it would be the Ten Commandments.
And yet, Mr. Speaker, that is what
they take down, whether it be on the
walls of the school or on the walls of a
courthouse. And yet we have the image
of Moses looking straight upon us, Mr.
Speaker, directly across from us on the
walls of this House of Representatives;
and his image is there because of the
Ten Commandments.

It was followed by other Supreme
Court decisions. It was 1985 that they
had maybe the most outrageous deci-
sion of all, the Wallace v. Jaffrey case.
The State of Alabama had a law that
said we can at least have a moment of
public silence in public schools. And
the U.S. Supreme Court said, no, we
cannot have a moment of silence; that
is unconstitutional, because students
could use it for silent prayer.

And it was a 5–4 decision. It could
have gone so easily the other way. But
it prompted the Chief Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court, William
Rehnquist, to say this about what the
Supreme Court did with prayer in pub-
lic schools. Justice Rehnquist wrote in
Wallace v. Jaffrey, ‘‘George Washing-
ton himself, at the request of the very
Congress which passed the Bill of
Rights, proclaimed a day of public
thanksgiving and prayer to be observed
by acknowledging with grateful hearts
the many and signal favors of Al-
mighty God. History must judge
whether it was the father of this coun-
try in 1789 or a majority of the court
today which has strayed from the
meaning of the establishment clause.’’

The Supreme Court was not satisfied
with that. They had the decision, I be-
lieve the correct year was 1990, that
held that a nativity scene and a Jewish
menorah on display at a county court-
house in Pennsylvania, were unconsti-
tutional because they said they were
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not balanced with non-religious em-
blems, such as Santa Claus or Rudolph
or Frosty the Snowman. And yet the
same Supreme Court has never said
you cannot have Rudolph unless you
balance him with Baby Jesus or a Jew-
ish menorah, or whatever it might be.
The Supreme Court has gone the wrong
direction.

And then 1992, the graduation prayer
case, a Jewish rabbi invited to offer a
prayer at a public school graduation in
Rhode Island was told afterwards that
was unconstitutional because there are
some students who might not want to
be respectful.

Now, Mr. Speaker, since when have
we said we do not want to teach stu-
dents to be respectful in public
schools? Since when have we said that
whether we agree or disagree with
something, we ought to at least have
the courtesy to be able to listen to it
and to take something that is intended
to be positive without blowing up and
literally making a Federal case out of
it? Because Mr. Speaker, the intoler-
ance is not on the part of someone who
wants to be able to offer a prayer in a
public setting.

b 2045

The intolerance, unfortunately, is on
those who want to stifle and censor
that prayer.

Mr. Speaker, the religious freedom
amendment follows the mechanism es-
tablished by the Founding Fathers to
correct these and other distortions of
our religious freedom that the first
amendment has been twisted into say-
ing when it does not really say that.
But the Supreme Court has found it
there, and it is our job to fix it and to
correct it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and
I thank him for consistently leading
this fight for the religious freedom
amendment. You are constantly out
there.

There are many of us who help you.
As you said, I think there are 150-plus
cosponsors of this amendment in the
House. But, clearly, your leadership
has made a difference here as we are
bringing the attention of the country
to the constitutional rights, not that
we need to put it in the Constitution,
but that we need to restore the Con-
stitution.

Every time I read about this, every
time I think about this, every time we
discuss it here on the floor or in other
places, I am more and more convinced
that this effort is really merely an ef-
fort to restore the Constitution to
what it was for 175 years.

Before 1962, there really was no ques-
tion in America about the place of reli-
gion in our society. There was no ques-
tion in our history about how the
Founding Fathers had felt about reli-
gious freedom and the difference, as
they say it, between establishing one
religion and eliminating God from

country. In fact, every piece of money
that we have has ‘‘In God we trust’’ on
that money. How much more of a com-
mitment to faith can we make than
‘‘In God we trust’’ on that money?

As you see the potential for the
amendment, as you and I see the Con-
stitution, I do not think we are in dis-
agreement with the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court when you cited ear-
lier when Judge Rehnquist said that
this misinterpretation, this misunder-
standing of separation of church and
State creates incredible mischief in our
society.

In fact, also, it creates a disadvan-
tage for religious groups who cannot
do, in a public facility, what virtually
any other group could do, any club
could do, any group of students coming
together could do unless they want to
talk about religion, unless they want
to study the Bible on public property,
unless they want to have prayer in a
public assembly that everybody agrees
with.

Clearly, we are rethinking America. I
heard just here in Washington last
week a person has recently written a
great book on General Washington. He
talked about the attributes that made
Washington distinctive. As I left that
breakfast meeting and got to thinking
about the packed crowd that heard
those attributes about Washington, it
occurred to me immediately that the
one attribute that he left out was
Washington’s faith.

I advance you cannot understand
Washington without understanding his
faith. You cannot understand many of
the founders without understanding
their faith. I do not think you can un-
derstand their belief in the kind of gov-
ernment they were establishing unless
you understand that they thought it
was a government established for a Na-
tion that would be built on godly prin-
ciples and that those godly principles
would be taught.

Whether it was the posting of the
Ten Commandments in school, the
same Ten Commandments that the Su-
preme Court sets under the lawgiver as
they talk about why we could not have
the Ten Commandments posted in the
school, or other religious teachings, I
think the founders clearly thought
that that was part of our society, part
of how you define a community.

I have got here the copy of a city seal
from a community in the district of
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK), Edmond, Oklahoma, except
that is what the community seal used
to look like.

Mr. ISTOOK. That is correct.
Mr. BLUNT. As I understand it, the

community seal does not look like this
anymore. The community seal still has
these three reflections of community,
but this is now a blank spot.

Mr. ISTOOK. Yes.
Mr. BLUNT. Is that right?
Mr. ISTOOK. Yes. Mr. Speaker, what

the gentleman has is a copy of the city
seal which had been adopted a number
of years ago by Edmond, Oklahoma,

which is in my congressional district.
You can see a multiple number of em-
blems on it. You see at the top some oil
derricks and a locomotive. You see on
the left the tower from the University
of Central Oklahoma, which is located
there. On the bottom, you have a cov-
ered wagon in 1899 from the Land Run
of 1899. You have a pair of hands above
that, collapsed in friendship. Then to
the right of that, you have a cross as a
symbol of the community’s great reli-
gious faith.

Unfortunately, a lawsuit was
brought, and, ultimately, when it got
to the Supreme Court, the ruling of the
Supreme Court said the cross has got
to go. It was a great shock to a great
many people, because they did not
mean that as an expression to say that
you have to be of one faith or another
faith, but they did want to say that re-
ligious worship is a vital part of the
lives of people in the community. It is
part of the tradition or heritage or be-
liefs of the community, as we mention,
of course, in the religious freedom
amendment.

Edmond is not alone. Still, Ohio has
had to take a Bible off of its city seal.
You had a case in Eugene, Oregon
where a cross, large cross had to be
taken down from public property; one
where the Supreme Court ruled last
year that a cross, which it stood for al-
most 70 years in a public park in San
Francisco, had to come down. You have
a similar case in Hawaii. All over the
place. Anything that involves a reli-
gious symbol on public property is
coming down.

In part, that somewhat begs the issue
of, well, how far do you want to go in
knocking down religious symbols. You
mention, of course, that on our cur-
rency we have ‘‘In God we trust.’’ You
look right behind you and above the
Speaker’s head, and we have it here in
the House Chamber, ‘‘In God we trust.’’

You have States with mottos like
that. In Ohio, their State motto is
‘‘With God, all things are possible.’’
The ACLU is suing them right now to
have them stop using the State motto
in Ohio. It is one of all sorts of cases
against prayer in public places and
football games and on other occasions.

But when you say that because a
symbol has religious value to some
people, therefore it has to be consid-
ered suspect and stricken down. I
mean, let us look at what the Supreme
Court has done. They have struck down
the cross. But the same Supreme Court
in 1977 said a Nazi swastika, a symbol
of hate, was protected for display at a
public march on public streets in Sko-
kie, Illinois, in a community that had
many Jewish survivors of the Nazi Hol-
ocaust, the effort to exterminate Jews.
A symbol of hate the Supreme Court
said was protected.

They backed that up in 1992, striking
down a hate crimes law because it was
against things such as Nazi swastikas
or burning crosses. If you carry on with
those, I mean how far do you want to
go?
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A beetle is an ancient Egyptian reli-

gious emblem. Eagle feathers are con-
sidered sacred to many American Indi-
ans. You have other occasions. Things
that are considered sacred to one reli-
gion, do we say because it is sacred to
some religion, that therefore it cannot
be displayed on public property? I
know that you are going through this
right now in your district in a commu-
nity in Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, we are. I
think the point here we ought to make,
too, is everything seems to be pro-
tected in our society except those
things that relate to faith. In Edmond,
Oklahoma, this cross was a symbol of
faith. I do not think they came up with
anything that was acceptable to re-
place that symbol so far as the city
seal is concerned.

Mr. ISTOOK. They took off the cross
and left a blank spot.

Mr. BLUNT. There is a blank spot. So
where there was faith, there is now a
blank spot. Where the community used
to say we are a community based on
faith, there is now a blank spot.

We have got a community in my dis-
trict in southwest Missouri, the city of
Republic that is going through exactly
that same thing right now. There is a
copy of their city seal. Of course Re-
public is located just about where that
star is.

What does the seal say about that
community? It says with this helping
hand that this is a community that
reaches out and helps people. It says
with this family that this is a commu-
nity based on family. Maybe we could
even say family values, though that
might get that struck off the seal as
well, but certainly based on the con-
cept of family.

Of course this symbol, that is a sym-
bol for faith, and, of course, in this
case, a specific faith, but that is clear-
ly the predominant faith in that com-
munity.

Nobody came to the city council in
Republic and said there are other faith
groups in this community; could we
put some more, could we create a col-
lage of symbols here? That is not the
challenge. The challenge is to elimi-
nate this from the seal. The challenge
is to do exactly what Edmond, Okla-
homa did and wind up with a big white
blotch where faith used to be.

Of course the ACLU is coming into
this small southwest Missouri commu-
nity. They are saying we are going to
go to court. It is going to cost you
about $100,000 to fight us. Do you want
to fight, or do you want to give in? At
this point, the city council, and I think
the vast majority of people in that
community, say we want to fight be-
cause this is what our community is all
about.

Not everybody that lives in Republic
lives in a family with children still at
home. Probably as great as the commu-
nity is, not everybody is totally help-
ful. But these are overall reflections of
what that community is all about. Not
everybody goes to church on Sunday,

but the vast majority of people believe
that church on Sunday is important.

That is why that seal is that way and
why that community, like the many
you have mentioned now, suddenly has
to decide can we fund this fight? Can
we finance this fight? Is this a fight?
Not even as much whether we can win
it or not as should we give into clearly
this blackmail virtually against what
we want our city seal to look like.

So they are fighting that same fight
right now; and if the opposition wins,
just, perhaps like Edmond, Oklahoma,
suddenly faith will be gone as a reflec-
tion of that community.

Mr. ISTOOK. I might mention, be-
cause I have read comments from dif-
ferent city officials and the city of Re-
public, and they make the point that
that is meant to be an emblem of reli-
gion, the principles of religion gen-
erally as opposed to saying it has to be
any one particular faith.

Indeed, I asked the Congressional Re-
search Service to look at this for me.
They gave me information today that,
actually, the symbol of a fish has been
used for thousands of years around the
world, even before Christianity has
been used for a thousand of years, even
before the life of Christ as a religious
symbol. They indicated it had been
used in China, in India, in Egypt, in
Greece, in Rome in Scandinavia, in the
Mideast, even before Jesus Christ was
born.

Mr. BLUNT. So our research here in-
dicates this is a universal kind of sym-
bol that reflects faith, religion, not ex-
clusive, but reflective of something
that that community would think was
important.

Mr. ISTOOK. But there is no perfect
symbol. There will always be, to any
symbol, some people who object, saying
I do not like that. In the case of Ed-
mond, Oklahoma, I thought it was an
outrageous comment, but they had a
person saying, well, every time I see
the city seal on a police car or some-
thing, it makes me feel like a second-
class citizen.

So what the courts did was they ele-
vated this subjective approach, the fact
that somebody felt bad maybe because
they were thin-skinned or sensitive or
maybe they had had some unfortunate
incidents in their life, but because
somebody felt bad, it trumped the con-
stitutional rights of free speech and
free expression and freedom of religion
of everybody else.

That is the problem with the court
decisions. They say unless it is unani-
mous, unless everybody agrees on some
religious expression, you cannot have
it, and maybe not even then.

Well, you do not expect that of any-
thing else. Why use the first amend-
ment as a weapon against religion,
which is what the courts are doing,
saying that you do not have freedom of
expression of religion, that it is sup-
posedly creating a freedom from hear-
ing about religion on behalf of people
that do not want to hear it.

Mr. BLUNT. Every poll I see, if the
gentleman would yield, indicates that
98 percent of Americans believe in God.

Mr. ISTOOK. Yes.
Mr. BLUNT. It is hard to think of

anything else that 98 percent of all
Americans would believe in that we
would have to eradicate from our dis-
cussion, from our symbols, from our
public places of assembly. In fact, I am
not sure there is anything else that 98
percent of all Americans believe in.

We try to focus our public discourse
and our public displays under these
court rulings as if the 2 percent were
the 98 percent; that we all have to be-
lieve and act like we do not believe in
any being greater than ourselves; that
faith is not part of not only commu-
nities, but part of individual lives. It is
just not there.

I do not think there is another exam-
ple of anything that is so universally
held by Americans, that is so univer-
sally rejected by the Supreme Court
over the last 30 years; that was so uni-
versally accepted by the Supreme
Court in the 175 years that were closer
to the founders who wrote the Con-
stitution and added that Bill of Rights.

b 2100

Mr. ISTOOK. Let me just make a
quick reference. I know there is an-
other member that would like to get
involved in this. We look at our cur-
rency, and this is the back of the one
dollar bill, it says, of course, ‘‘in God
we trust.’’

A lot of people do not notice some-
thing else. If you look here in this cir-
cle of the Great Seal of the United
States, on the front side of it you have
the eagle, and above its head is a clus-
ter of 13 stars. But look at the pattern
in which those stars are arranged. It is
a Star of David, the symbol of another
faith, Judaism. Are we to say that the
Great Seal of the United States of
America is unconstitutional because it
includes an emblem of the Jewish
faith? I do not think so.

I think that that shows, again, a rec-
ognition and what should be an accept-
ance of many different faiths, but you
do it by permitting, not by excluding.

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY).

Mr. DICKEY. Let me show my sup-
port for what you all are talking about
by telling a little story that occurred
in Pine Bluff, Arkansas, my hometown.
We had a Fellowship of Christian Ath-
letes there, it was trying to get start-
ed, and a minister was trying to spon-
sor it. He worked hard at it, but he
could come only at certain times, so
some of us were called and asked as
laymen to come help with the program.

We had five or six people that were
coming to the meetings once a week.
We started working on it, a bunch of
our communities started working on it,
and we got the attendance up to maybe
200 in a given week. We set records as
far as sending people to the national
conference. We had 75 that went to
Tulsa one year. We had three buses of
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kids. We had kids that were working
after school on these projects and on
the weekends. We had what is called an
Olympics Day, as I recall, and we had a
contest. We made up our own athletic
contest. We did things with the cheer-
leaders and the girls.

So, what happened? Slowly the oppo-
sition started building. First of all,
people came in and said, ‘‘Oh, you are
taking money away from the school.’’
We said, ‘‘No, we have been raising
money and putting it into the school
Treasury, and at the end of the year
the school has been taking it. So the
school has been making money off of
it.’’ They said, ‘‘This is supported by a
church.’’ We said, ‘‘No, it is not. We do
not even have a minister who is in-
volved.’’

So that went by the wayside. Then
they said at one point we were favoring
one donut store over others, and that
was the reason we were having the
breakfast meetings.

Then we prayed for victories before
the game. We said yes, we did. We
prayed for victories, the kids prayed
for victories before the game. We also
prayed we had good health and that no
one was hurt on the other side either.

Finally, finally, after about seven or
eight years, a letter came from a per-
son of another faith who said, ‘‘We are
going to have to consider legal action
if you all do not stop or disband the
Fellowship of Christian Athletes.’’

I happened to take a call after we
said we couldn’t continue, after the
school said we could not go any fur-
ther, I happened to take a call from
one of the kids who said, Mr. Dickey,
why are we not going to have the FCA
anymore?

I could not answer it then, and I can-
not answer it now, because what we
have done is we have said to the par-
ents and to the families, that which
you are teaching your children at home
and that which your pastors, when you
take your kids to church, that what
your pastors are teaching your kids
and the Sunday school classes, those
things are against the law. God is
against the law. You cannot mention
him in your schools, unless in fact you
do it by taking God’s name in vain. Of
course, that is protected. But you can-
not mention God. You are not going to
have anything like Jesus Christ being
mentioned, because that is against the
law.

In 1962, in my opinion, when we de-
cided in our wisdom that we were going
to take over the schools and not give
God any place, he sat there and prob-
ably said, ‘‘Okay, we will just see how
you all work it out. I have carried it
forward.’’

Harvard was a theological school.
Our kids were taught in the early days
by ministers. They were the teachers
in the early days. We had Bible-believ-
ing people who brought this country to
where it is. It was not because we were
the smartest, it was not because we
were the hardest working, it was not
because we were the most militarily

strong country. It is because God was
blessing our country like no other
country in the history of the world.

So what are we doing? We are turn-
ing our back on God and saying, ‘‘We
can take it from here; you go worry
about somebody in some other area.’’
We are reaping the whirlwind because
of that.

I am very much in favor of this, Mr.
Istook, and I want you to know that I
appreciate very much what you have
said, and I am very happy to be here
and discuss this with you. I think it is
a vital issue, and I think the real
America, the America that wants to re-
spond and say thank you to the found-
ers, is solidly behind us, and I think it
is only our duty to go forward and
present it for a vote.

Mr. ISTOOK. I thank the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY).

I appreciate, Mr. Speaker, the many
Members who have joined together in
supporting this amendment, because
the American people have never ac-
cepted what the Supreme Court has
done in taking the First Amendment,
which is meant to protect religion, as a
shield for freedom of religion, and in-
stead they have used it as a weapon, as
a sword against religious freedom, say-
ing that, you know, you have enough
chance to speak freely about your reli-
gion in private, or maybe at church or
other places, and you do not need to be
able to do so if you are present on pub-
lic property.

Yet our children are required to be at
school, because we want them to be
educated. We want to have a society
that is self-sufficient and self-reliant,
and that means an educated popu-
lation. But why do we say that during
the time when you are required by law
to be at school, you are also required
by law to be isolated from normal reli-
gious activity, things as simple and
common and ordinary and as positive
as a prayer, the simple prayer of a
child of faith and hope at the start of
the day? And if children want to join
together and have a prayer, let them
do so.

To say that we believe in religious di-
versity means that we recognize there
will be different prayers offered. The
Religious Freedom Amendment care-
fully makes sure that we do not have
government officials composing a pray-
er or insisting that a prayer must be
said or insisting that anybody must
take part in a prayer. There is an ex-
press prohibition against that. But yet
there is the freedom, the opportunity,
the ability for people to join in prayer
together.

I think that it is a sad day to read, as
I read in one newspaper recently, can
you imagine a newspaper editorial
writer actually wrote, ‘‘Freedom to
pray should stop at the schoolhouse
door.’’ I read that in the Arizona repub-
lic, in an editorial that they wrote just
in this last week. They said ‘‘Freedom
to pray should stop at the schoolhouse
door.’’

Now, what else are we going to say?
Does that newspaper want freedom of

the press to stop at the schoolhouse
door? Do they want to say that news-
papers should be banned in public
schools because, after all, they may
bring in ideas that not everyone likes?
They may bring in some things that
are controversial. They may bring in
things that make some people uncom-
fortable. They may bring in, along with
the news and information of the day,
they may bring in some negative influ-
ences too. Do we say, therefore, that
the bad outweighs the good and we
should not have free speech?

No. We have free speech because we
believe that most speech is good, that
most ideas are reasonably presented,
and if that means that sometimes
there is a price to pay, that we let
someone with an unpopular idea have
the respect for their ideas, just as re-
spect is given to good ideas, then we
understand that.

I heard a Member of this House, Mr.
Speaker, in the last week take to the
floor and say that, well, he was con-
cerned that supposedly what we are
doing is opening the door for unpopular
groups or cults, or even a group such as
a satanic group, to come into schools.

Well, Mr. Speaker, this does not open
the door for just anybody to come into
school. The schoolhouse door is open
for children, for those who have a right
to be there. This amendment does
nothing to invite other people in.

But if we believe in the right to pray,
his opinion was that you will only have
negative influences and you will only
have negative prayers, or at least that
is all that he seems to hear.

But, Mr. Speaker, in my lifetime, in
my lifetime, it is almost never that I
have ever heard in public or private a
prayer that is anything other than a
positive experience; and if in order to
hear millions of positive prayers, do we
say that we are going to suppress them
just because once in a very extremely
isolated incident there may be some-
one who uses that same freedom to say
something that almost all of us would
not like, do we therefore ban prayers in
public schools?

I think not. Besides which, if you
want to look at the negative influences
in school, you will have many people
that will tell you, you have already got
the devil in public schools, because
they will point to the rates of crime,
they will point to the rates of violence,
they will point to drug use, they will
point to alcohol, they will point to
gangs, they will point to teenage preg-
nancies. And do not tell me that you do
not have devilish influences in public
schools. But yet what the Supreme
Court does is not to keep out that type
of influence, but to keep out the good,
godly, positive, uplifting, spiritual
prayers and influences.

That is what has happened. It is the
sanitizing of that which is good, and
leaving only that which is base or sus-
pect or negative. That is what happens
when you try to remove the positive
religious influences from a society.

Government does not have the job of
telling us what to believe or that we
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must believe anything about religion,
but it also should not have the job of
censoring those who want to simply
recognize their religious heritage or re-
ligion or to offer a simple prayer, who
have a right to be in public schools,
that are required by law to be in public
school. And the ones who want to pray
are the true captive audience in our
public schools, because they are not
permitted to do what is normal and
good.

We have prayer to open sessions of
this House. We have prayers to open
sessions of State legislatures and city
councils, chamber of commerce meet-
ings, Kiwanis Club meetings, Rotary
Club meetings and a vast number of or-
ganizations and groups within our soci-
ety, because they know it is something
that is powerful, something that is
good, something that is part of the
common bond that brings us together
and puts the accent on what we share,
not only how we are different.

I think it is useful to understand, as
a Supreme Court justice wrote, that
you do not isolate children from the
understanding that, yes, there are dif-
ferent ways that people go about these
things. There are different ways in
which people may offer the prayer.
There are different faiths. And if you
believe in diversity, you do not believe
in isolating children from that knowl-
edge, until suddenly they are adult and
say oh, this is an adult topic. Now you
are ready to handle it.

No, this is a topic that starts at our
very earliest age, and is something
that brings with it the values and tra-
ditions and beliefs of the United States
of America itself.

Mr. Speaker, it was a sad day when
organizations such as the ACLU per-
suaded the Supreme Court to distort
the First Amendment, and we have had
a number of sad days since then where
they have continued to distort it, to
use it not to promote religious free-
dom, but to use it as a weapon against
religion.

So I find there are some myths that
are out there. There is a myth, some
say, oh, the amendment is not really
needed. We do not need a religious free-
dom amendment; we have the First
Amendment already.

Mr. Speaker, if we were talking
about the First Amendment as under-
stood by the Founding Fathers, I think
we would all agree, because then we
would not have the warping of it from
the courts. But as I mentioned before,
in 1962 the court struck down not only
mandatory, but also voluntarily, pray-
ers by students together in public
schools. In 1980 they said the Ten Com-
mandments have to come down. In 1985
they said it is unconstitutional to have
a moment of silence. In 1992 they said
a prayer at a school graduation was un-
constitutional.

What we have left is not neutrality
towards religion. It is negative. Yes,
school Bible clubs may exist, but they
are under restrictions that do not
apply to other school clubs.

The Chief Justice of the United
States Supreme Court, William
Rehnquist, in Wallace v. Jaffree talked
about how people throw around, rather
than the language of the First Amend-
ment, Congress shall make no law re-
specting an establishment of religion
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,
they throw around instead a catch-
phrase which they call separation of
church and State. But I find what they
mean by it and what different people
mean will vastly vary. Because, you
see, Mr. Speaker, we have people that
believe that as government has grown,
it is in every aspect of our society
today. It is larger than it ever has been
before.
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As government has grown, if the rule
is separation of church and State,
where government goes religion cannot
be. Where government enters religion
must exit. If they say separation of
church and State is the guideline, then
that means as government grows, reli-
gion must shrink.

Let me tell my colleagues what the
Chief Justice William Rehnquist wrote
about it. This was in that moment of
silence case, Wallace v. Jaffree. The
Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme
Court, William Rehnquist, said the use
of the term separation of church and
State has caused what he called ‘‘a
mischievous diversion of judges from
the actual intention of the drafters of
the Bill of Rights. A metaphor based on
bad history, a metaphor which has
proved useless as a guide to judging
what should be, frankly and explicitly,
abandoned.’’ That is the Chief Justice
of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Now, I am not proposing that we
abandon the proper interpretation, but
it has been twisted and distorted and
used as a weapon against religion.

Then we have another myth that
somehow government would declare an
official faith, that supposedly that is
what people want with the Religious
Freedom Amendment. Not so. That is
why we expressly have the language in
it to reiterate what the First Amend-
ment already says, because we are not
replacing it; we are only putting this
to lay alongside it. But the Religious
Freedom Amendment also says, ‘‘Nei-
ther the United States nor any State
shall establish any official religion.’’

Then we have the myth that, oh, so-
ciety is more diverse. Nonsense. There
were many different religions in the
days of the Founding Fathers. There
are many different religions today. If
they say, well, some people do not
want to hear the prayer, what they are
really saying is that the most intoler-
ant persons in our society are now told
that they can stifle the rest of us. Not
because there is anything wrong with
what people are saying in a prayer or
about their religion, but because some
people are so intolerant, they do not
want to hear it.

We hear them say things like, oh, it
makes me feel bad, or I feel like I do

not belong. Mr. Speaker, all of us at
one time or another in our lives feel
like we may not belong. But part of life
is learning that we do belong, and that
we believe in things that are common,
and the Religious Freedom Amendment
restates what we have in common.

Then we have the myth that religion
belongs only in the home. Can we
imagine if the Founding Fathers had
written that we will have freedom of
religion only in our homes and no place
else; that as government grew and gov-
ernment property was everywhere, that
we could not have freedom of religion
if we were standing on government
property?

Whether it be standing in this Cham-
ber of the House of Representatives, or
standing in a schoolroom or in a class-
room, to say that religious freedom
stops when one goes into the school-
house, as this newspaper in Arizona
said, is not the American way. It is not
what we believe as Americans. And yet,
the Supreme Court has been adopting
that philosophy of saying the First
Amendment is meant to protect from
religion rather than to protect reli-
gion.

Mr. Speaker, it is the first time that
this House, since 1971, will have a vote
on a school prayer amendment to the
U.S. Constitution, the first time. It has
been 27 years; that is far too long. The
amendment has been through a number
of hearings that were held all over the
country by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary over the last 2 or 3 years. It has
been approved by the Subcommittee on
the Constitution. It has been approved
by the Committee on the Judiciary. It
is supported by a multitude of religious
and faith-based groups, because they
believe that religious liberty indeed
has been threatened in the United
States of America by the Supreme
Court decisions, which will be cor-
rected by the Religious Freedom
Amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer two
documents for the RECORD. One is a
newspaper article from the Human
Events publication that was published
this week, an article I authored regard-
ing the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment. Also, I will provide to the Clerk,
as well, a copy of a document that was
written by the Ethics and Religious
Liberty Commission of the Southern
Baptist Convention. I would like to
offer both of those to appear in the
RECORD following my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I know that we cannot
discuss everything about this amend-
ment this evening, and we are continu-
ing to discuss it. But I want to com-
mend the attention of every Member of
this body and anyone else who is inter-
ested in it that we do have a Web site
that talks about much of this. That is,
religiousfreedom.house.gov., and I hope
that people will take a look at that be-
cause, Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple need to tell their Member of Con-
gress now that they want and expect
their support for the Religious Free-
dom Amendment, we are approxi-
mately 3 weeks away from the vote the
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first week in June, to say that once
again in the schools of America, gov-
ernment will not insist that it happen,
but we will permit students who want
to engage in prayer in public school to
be able to do so, whether it be a public
school or a graduation or a football
game, to give that freedom once more
that has been taken away by these de-
cisions of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all who are hear-
ing or watching this evening to contact
their Member of Congress and tell
them, we need you to support the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment.

Mr. Speaker, the material previously
referred to is as follows:

FACT SHEET ON THE RFA
[The following is from a recent publication

by the Ethics and Religious Liberty Com-
mission of the Southern Baptist Conven-
tion]
The Religious Freedom Amendment (RFA)

is a proposed amendment to the United
States Constitution. The language of the
amendment is as follows:

‘‘To secure the people’s right to acknowl-
edge God according to the dictates of con-
science. Neither the United States nor any
State shall establish any official religion,
but the people’s right to pray and to recog-
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi-
tions on public property, including schools,
shall not be infringed. Neither the United
States nor any State shall require any per-
son to join in prayer or other religious activ-
ity, prescribe school prayers, discriminate
against religion, or deny equal access to a
benefit on account of religion.’’

WHAT THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT
WOULD AND WOULD NOT DO:

It WOULD correct years of judicial mis-
interpretation of the establishment clause.

It WOULD NOT revoke the establishment
clause.

It WOULD reverse many of the restrictions
the courts have placed upon the free exercise
of religion, on government property in gen-
eral, and public schools in particular.

It WOULD NOT permit government-spon-
sored religion or proselytizing.

It WOULD allow greater freedom for stu-
dents who wish to pray.

It WOULD NOT ‘‘require’’ prayer in public
schools.

It WOULD require government to treat all
religions fairly.

It WOULD NOT permit preference for one
religion or sect over another.

It WOULD advance belief in religious free-
dom.

It WOULD NOT advance any particular re-
ligious belief.

It WOULD give greater protection to indi-
viduals against government intrusion.

It WOULD NOT create any new right for
government.

It WOULD guarantee that no person be dis-
criminated against on account of religion.

It WOULD NOT require than any person be
given special status on account of religion.

It WOULD require equal access to all peo-
ple regardless of religion.

It WOULD NOT require unreasonable ac-
cess to government facilities.

It WOULD protect the liberty of con-
science of all people.

It WOULD NOT protect only the liberty of
people of a majority faith, or of a minority
faith, or of no faith.

WHY DO WE NEED A CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT?

‘‘We have given the courts more than 30
years to get this issue right, and they have

persisted in not doing so. Legislative rem-
edies would in all probability be overturned
by the present federal judiciary. It is time
for the people to give the courts further in-
structions . . . by the means provided by our
founders, namely amending the Constitu-
tion. We must . . . constitutionally guaran-
tee the free exercise of public school stu-
dents and all citizens. We do not ask for, and
do not want, government’s help in expressing
our beliefs or acknowledging our religious
heritage. The most and best government can
do is guarantee a level playing field and then
stay off the field.’’

[From Human Events, May 15, 1998]
CONGRESS SOON TO VOTE ON RELIGIOUS FREE-

DOM AMENDMENT—REFUTING SEVEN ANTI-
RFA MYTHS

(By Representative Ernest J. Istook, Jr.)

THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AMENDMENT

‘‘To secure the people’s right to acknowl-
edge God according to the dictates of con-
science: Neither the United States nor any
State shall establish any official religion,
but the people’s right to pray and to recog-
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi-
tions on public property, including schools,
shall not be infringed. Neither the United
States nor any state shall require any person
to join in prayer or other religious activity,
prescribe school prayers, discriminate
against religion, or deny equal access to a
benefit on account of religion.’’

In the first week of June, the U.S. House of
Representatives is expected to vote on the
Religious Freedom Amendment (RFA), also
known as House Joint Resolution (HJ Res)
78. It will be the first time in nearly 28 years
that the House has held a vote on a proposed
constitutional amendment dealing with vol-
untary school prayer and religious freedom.

It will correct 36 years of Supreme Court
decisions that have warped the original plain
and simple meaning of our religious rights
under the 1st Amendment to the Constitu-
tion. Here is what it will do:

For the first time, our Constitution will
mention America’s belief in God. Every one
of our 50 states has an express reference to
God within their state Constitutions. The
Religious Freedom Amendment does so for
the federal Constitution; it echoes the words
in the Declaration of Independence, where
our Founding Fathers wrote that our
unalienable rights come not from govern-
ment, but are an endowment from our Cre-
ator.

Student-initiated and voluntary prayers
could be voiced in public schools, whether in
classrooms, school assemblies, graduations,
sporting events, or other occasions. Court
decisions restrict almost all school prayers;
the minor exceptions are usually limited to
clubs that gather before or after the school
day, and even then only with special con-
trols. The RFA does not permit teachers or
any other agent of government to pros-
elytize, or to dictate that any person must
join in prayer, or to prescribe what prayer
should be said.

The Ten Commandments could again be
posted in public schools and other public
buildings. The Supreme Court banned the
Ten Commandments from school buildings in
1980, but the RFA directs that the people’s
religious beliefs, heritage and traditions may
again be recognized on public property, in-
cluding schools. (However, the RFA ex-
pressly maintains the prohibition on any of-
ficial religion for America!)

Holiday displays such as Nativity scenes
and menorahs, and the singing of Christmas
carols, would be protected on public prop-
erty. The Supreme Court has made it dif-
ficult or impossible to recognize special oc-

casions, and the threat of lawsuits has in-
timidated schools to go even farther than
the court has dictated. The RFA fixes this.

Government programs could not use reli-
gion as an excuse to deny a benefit. There
could be no direct government subsidy to
any religion or church, but when government
creates a program that furthers other pur-
poses, it could not exclude any group because
of their religious affiliation. For example,
any government aid to nonpublic schools
would have to include families who send
their child to a church-affiliated school. As
another example, if private drug treatment
programs are funded, faith-based drug treat-
ment programs could not be excluded.

Over 150 members of Congress have joined
to co-sponsor the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment. Opponents of the left typically resort
to smear tactics against it and use hack-
neyed catch-phrases to try to control the
issue and to limit debate.

They attempt to mold the issue by getting
the media to use terms such as ‘‘state-spon-
sored prayer,’’ ‘‘official prayer,’’ ‘‘religious
coercion,’’ ‘‘mandatory prayer,’’ and the
ever-popular (but extremely misunderstood)
‘‘separation of church and state.’’

And a small number on the right claim
that if we amend the Constitution, we are
agreeing that the Supreme Court possessed
the power to make the rulings that the RFA
will correct.

In typical fashion, the mass media cover
the myths about the RFA rather than ex-
plore the issue. We who love the Founding
Father’s concept of religious freedom must
respond to these myths with the truth about
how our courts have attacked that concept.

MYTH #1: AMENDMENT ISN’T REALLY NEEDED

‘‘We don’t need another constitutional
amendment because freedom of religion is
fully protected under the 1st Amendment,
and we have the highest degree of religious
liberty anywhere in the world. Students al-
ready can pray, and even meet in thousands
of school Bible clubs. This new proposal vio-
lates the constitutional principle of separa-
tion of church and state.’’

The issue is not how much religious liberty
remains, but instead is how much has been
lost. The record shows the Supreme Court
had misused the 1st Amendment to attack
and limit religion rather than to protect it
as the 1st Amendment intended. Prayer and
religious speech are being restricted when
other speech is not, supposedly as required
by this very 1st Amendment!

In 1962, the court struck down not only
mandatory and government-composed pray-
ers, but also prayers overlapping with a
school activity, even, they said ‘‘when ob-
servance on the part of the students is vol-
untary’’ (Engel v. Vitale).

In 1980 the Supreme Court ruled that the
Ten Commandments cannot be displayed in
public school (Stone v. Graham), reasoning
that otherwise the students might ‘‘revere
. . . and obey them.’’

In 1985 (Wallace v. Jaffree) the court voided
a moment of silence law, saying it was un-
constitutional because it would have per-
mitted silent prayer.

A 1992 ruling (Lee v. Weisman) said a grad-
uation prayer was unconstitutional, because
students shouldn’t be asked to respect reli-
gious expression.

What we have left is not neutral toward re-
ligion. School Bible clubs may exist, to be
sure, but they are under restrictions that
don’t apply to other school clubs. (They can-
not meet during school hours, or have an ad-
visor, etc.)

The phrase ‘‘separation of church and
state’’ doesn’t come from the Constitution.
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The 1st Amendment was meant simply to af-
firm that America never should make any
faith an official or required religion. ‘‘Sepa-
ration of church and state’’ has been pushed
as a substitute, sponsored by those who are
intolerant of religion and those who believe
in big government. Under their approach, as
government expands into more aspects of
life, religion must be pushed aside, to assure
that ‘‘separation.’’ It conveniently also
pushes aside the values that religion brings
to our lives—values often at odds with big
government.

The Chief Justice of the United States,
William Rehnquist, pinpointed the problem.
Writing in his dissent in Wallace v. Jaffree,
Rehnquist wrote that this wrongful use of
the term ‘‘separation of church and state’’
has caused a ‘‘mischievous diversion of
judges from the actual intentions of the
drafters of the Bill of Rights. . . . The ‘wall
of separation between church and State’ is a
metaphor based on bad history, a metaphor
which has proved useless as a guide to judg-
ing. It should be frankly and explicitly aban-
doned.’’

MYTH #2: GOVERNMENT WILL DECLARE AN
OFFICIAL FAITH

‘‘This allows a government to favor major-
ity religions at the expense of others—to de-
clare an official faith, such as designating us
a ‘Christian Nation.’ ’’

The RFA explicitly says otherwise; it does
not permit any faith to be given ‘‘official’’
status. Moreover, it does not repeal the 1st
Amendment (‘‘Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof’’), but
simply corrects its faulty interpretation by
the courts.

Some seek to pervert the intent of the Bill
of Rights by claiming that it’s intended to
protect only minorities; the true intent is to
protect all of us, minority and majority. But
the courts are wrongfully using it to sup-
press the majority who believe prayer and
religious expression are proper in public
places.

The Supreme Court has ruled the Constitu-
tion does not permit symbols of hate to be
banned, such as a Nazi swastika. Yet they
say it does require the banning of symbols of
love and hope, such as a cross, or a Nativity
scene on public property. Government agen-
cies have also banned religious items and
symbols from workers’ desks, including
Christian and non-Christian items, and
‘‘Merry Christmas’’ and ‘‘Happy Hannukah’’
banners in post offices.

MYTH #3: WON’T WORK IN DIVERSE SOCIETY

‘‘School prayer can’t work in today’s di-
verse society. There’s no way to decide who
would pray, or who would compose the pray-
er. And it makes a captive audience of stu-
dents who don’t want to hear a prayer.’’

This myth is really a way of attacking free
speech itself. If nobody can speak unless ev-
eryone agrees, then we have censorship, not
freedom. It’s dangerous to impose silence
simply because someone else disagrees.

We don’t ask ‘‘How could free speech
work?’’ because we know that neither the
courts nor our government should make that
decision for us. The same is true with prayer
and other religious speech—individuals and
groups can work together however they see
fit, so long as they don’t compel anyone else
to take part. Didn’t we all learn in kinder-
garten about taking turns?

Contrary to what the ‘‘political correct-
ness’’ movement seeks, there is no constitu-
tional protection from hearing something we
don’t like. In schools and public settings, we
learn to be tolerant by respecting differing
views.

The best model to follow is how we conduct
the Pledge of Allegiance. Most students re-

cite it, but some sit silently, and a few even
leave the room. The Supreme Court ruled
that no student can be compelled to say the
Pledge, but those who object are not per-
mitted to silence those who wish to say it.

This is the best model for voluntary school
prayer. Students who wish could rotate and
take turns just as they do on everything
else. It is something simple, just as it was in
America’s schools for almost 200 years, ex-
cept that government would not be per-
mitted to select a prayer for students, nor
require joining in any prayer.

MYTH #4: HERE COMES THE WITCHES

‘‘Aren’t we just inviting cults, witches and
Satanists to come into public schools and in-
fluence our children?’’

This is a scare tactic, because there’s no
real threat of this type. It never surfaced
when school prayer was common, and any
such effort would remain exceedingly rare.
Would we silence millions of prayers from
fear that the privilege would be abused on
extremely rare occasions—if even then?

Just as free speech does not give a student
the right to interrupt and change topics in
class, the RFA does not permit disruptions.
It would not require schools to bring in out-
side groups. Students who belong to highly
unpopular groups might indeed want an
equal chance to offer a prayer on extremely
rare occasions at some school, but this is no
reason to censor all prayers across America.
It is extremely rare that we hear a truly of-
fensive prayer; it would remain that way .

Those who object strongly may always
leave rather than listen to somebody’s free
speech, but equal treatment does not permit
us to silence someone simply because we dis-
agree, even in a public place. We only need to
apply normal rules of orderly behavior, just
as free speech does not allow someone to
yell, ‘‘Fire’’ in a crowded theater. Those
standards would remain in constitutional
law.

Far-fetched versions of this argument
claim the amendment would protect animal
sacrifice and other hideous practices, which
it absolutely would not do. The 1st Amend-
ment yields when necessary to avoid, as the
courts express it, ‘‘substantial threat to pub-
lic safety, peace and order.’’ The courts
maintain that free exercise of religion is not
a license to disregard general laws on behav-
ior, such as those against advocating the vio-
lent overthrow of the government, polyg-
amy, the use of illegal drugs, and prostitu-
tion. Those types of protections would con-
tinue under the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment.
MYTH #5: RELIGION BELONGS ONLY IN THE HOME

‘‘Children should be taught religion at
home and church, not at school they have
plenty of time and opportunity to pray in
other places; they don’t need to do so at
school.’’

The FEA is not about teaching religious
doctrine, but about permitting people to
keep their faith as a normal part of everyday
life. If we have freedom of religion only when
we are at home or at church, we do not have
true freedom of religion. We would never
give up the right to free speech except at
home, church, or some other limited places.

This notion also ignores the rights of the
majority, who are required to be in school
(for the biggest part of their day), yet are
forced to leave their normal religious expres-
sions behind while they are there. As Justice
Potter Stewart noted in his dissent in Abing-
ton v. Schemp (1963), ‘‘a compulsory state
educational system so structures a child’s
life that if religious exercises are held to be
an impermissible activity in schools, reli-
gion is placed at an artificial and state-cre-
ated disadvantage. Viewed in this light, per-
mission for such exercises for those who

want them is necessary if the schools are
truly to be neutral in the matter of reli-
gion.’’ The real ‘‘captive audience’’ is the
majority whose right to pray together is
being suppressed!

MYTH #6: THIS IS ABOUT MONEY

‘‘This is about money, not about prayer or
religion. The federal treasury should not be
funding churches and religious groups, or
vouchers for church schools.’’

The amendment does not permit public
funding of actual religious activity. We have
a long history, however, of cooperative ef-
forts for the common good, and religious
groups have a solid established role, which is
now being attacked. Students attending
church colleges and universities already
qualify for GI Bill benefits and student
loans, and they should. The Congressional
Research Service reported last year on 51
federal statutes and regulations that dis-
qualify religious organizations or adherents
from neutral participation in generalized
government programs!

This discrimination needs correction, espe-
cially since faith-based charities have a bet-
ter record of success than most in helping
people recover from poverty, drug or alcohol
abuse, or other problems.

When the Murrah Federal Building was
bombed in Oklahoma City in April 1995,
churches suffered some of the heaviest dam-
age. Attorneys for the federal government
were ready to deny them the same disaster
assistance every other building received. It
took congressional action to assure equal
and fair treatment for church buildings.
MYTH #7: REAL PROBLEM BUT WRONG SOLUTION

‘‘The problem is real, but the solution is
wrong. Let’s tell the Supreme Court we don’t
recognize its authority to make these hor-
rible rulings.’’

We are challenged to be an orderly society
that believes in honoring the law. Some
questions whether we took a wrong turn two
hundred years ago, when the Supreme Court
became the de facto arbiter of interpreting
the Constitution. It’s a practical impossibil-
ity now to persuade the country otherwise.
Yet the people are ready to support a con-
stitutional amendment on school prayer; 36
years of public opinion polls show support
from 75% and more of the public.

If we teach our children to ignore what the
courts say, then we are not teaching respect
for the law; we would be teaching anarchy,
whether we thought so or not. Everyone
could ignore whatever court rulings they
found inconvenient, whether on religion,
crime, drugs, or any other issue.

We’ve tried every other approach, and are
left with a constitutional amendment as the
only legitimate remedy. Our Founding Fa-
thers foresaw possible problems, and so cre-
ated a mechanism for amending the Con-
stitution. It was used for an anti-slavery
amendment after the Dred Scott decision,
and it’s the mechanism being followed by the
Religious Freedom Amendment.

Some suggest that Article III should be
used, and that Congress can and should alto-
gether remove federal court jurisdiction over
selected topics. This is not just mistaken;
it’s dangerous. If Congress can bar the Su-
preme Court from taking cases in the free-
dom of religion, they can also be barred from
ruling on other issues found in the Constitu-
tion and the Bill of Rights: There would be
no way to halt an act of Congress that re-
stricted free speech, or freedom to assemble,
or the right to keep and bear arms, or the
right to be compensated if government takes
our property, or the right to a jury trial, or
any other constitutional right. Congress
would be enabled to amend and attack our
constitution rights, and we would have no
remedy for it. We already have a problem be-
cause courts are usurping authority; this
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supposed ‘remedy’ would enable Congress to
unsurp authority.

The Religious Freedom Amendment took
nearly three years to draft, building wide-
spread support among people of many faiths,
both Christian and non-Christian. It is the
product of painstaking and prayerful work.
Now it’s being assailed by demagogues who
prey upon those who aren’t informed about
what the courts have done, or about how the
Religious Freedom Amendment can repair
that damage.

One quick way to inform yourself, and
your friends, is through the Religious Free-
dom Amendment website, at religious free-
dom.house.gov. There, you can find both
simple and detailed information, and
download handouts to share with others.

Armed with facts and with prayer, support-
ers of religious freedom can successfully up-
hold their principles, and build more support
for the RFA. It’s vital that each and every
member of Congress be overwhelmed by citi-
zen’s calls and letters, and that newspapers,
talk radio and other media be swamped as
well.

The American people have never accepted
the Supreme Court’s extra burdens levied
against voluntary school prayer and against
religious freedom during the past 36 years.
For the first time, an amendment to remedy
this has passed a House subcommittee and
committee to come to the floor (the 1971 vote
occurred only because of a petition by a ma-
jority of members of the House).

We have the opportunity of a lifetime, and
we must be informed and ready to protect
our religious freedom, and to reverse the at-
tacks that threaten it.

f

VIOLATIONS OF AMERICANS’
RIGHTS DURING OUT-OF-CON-
TROL INVESTIGATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, a couple
of weeks ago I came to the floor and I
was talking about these investigations
going on, and it was quite interesting,
hearing my colleague from Oklahoma
tonight talking about the First
Amendment and morality and prayer
and things like that, and he made some
very good points. But I hope we apply
that same standard, first amendment
freedoms and rights and morality, into
the investigations, into what is going
on here in Washington, D.C.

I could not help but notice last Sun-
day’s ‘‘60 Minutes’’ program, Mr.
Speaker, in which they had an individ-
ual on that program, Sara Hawkins,
who was an employee of the Madison
Savings & Loan, who was accused of il-
legally backdating appraisals by co-
workers that had entered into a plea
bargain with Mr. Starr’s office. They
came to Mrs. Hawkins, they wanted
her to plead guilty to a felony, and she
found that she did not do anything
wrong, so she refused to do so. In fact,
the independent counsel had threat-
ened her.

My concern is that as we are doing
these investigations, we are violating
individual’s first amendment rights,
fifth amendment rights, eighth amend-

ment rights, sixth amendment rights,
trying to threaten them in doing inves-
tigations.

If we take a look at what went on
and what has been taking place here in
these investigations, they go, if you do
not plead to the felony, we could bring
charges, as they threatened Ms. Haw-
kins with, for all 80 counts, which
would mean 400 years in jail. Ms. Haw-
kins said that they told her, you know,
you have kids, you do not want them
to have to go through a jury trial, you
do not want them to go through this.
They are making all of these threats.

At the time Ms. Hawkins was the
sole supporter of her two daughters and
her grandchildren. She had her own
business. She earned approximately
$100,000 a year.

Word got around. It was reported in
the Wall Street Journal and in other
publications that she was the target of
an investigation in this whole savings
and loan situation, but when word got
around she was a consultant, that was
her business, her business just dried
right up. She lost everything, under
the threat of an investigation.

In fact, she was working, she is now
working part-time. Things were so
tight, money was so tight she ended up
having to go on food stamps, public as-
sistance, if you will, to support herself.
Her daughter that she was supporting,
her daughter was going to college and
had to drop out because her mother
could no longer help her.

So after months and months of
threats from the Special Prosecutor’s
office, they then write her a letter and
tell her, we do not have enough evi-
dence to charge you on anything, not
the 80 counts, but on anything; and
therefore, she thought, she was re-
lieved that her nightmare would be
over.

Well, a month later, a month later,
they come back, and again, according
to Mrs. Hawkins, they said that since
she would not cooperate with them,
they really wondered then what did she
have to hide, and so they started to do
some more digging, and they told her
that we have come up with some new
activity that we think that you may be
involved in, criminal activity. We are
not going to tell you what it is, but we
are going to start the process all over
again.

The whole idea of, now we are going
to investigate you on something else
since you will not cooperate with us, is
probably government at its worst.

That is what I am concerned about
here tonight and that is why I have
taken the floor in the past, and I am
here once again this evening. Where
have we gone as a Nation that the gov-
ernment, the United States Govern-
ment is beginning to do investigative
tactics that are less than legal, less
than moral, less than ethically cor-
rect?

In that same program, another one of
the tactics used by the Special Pros-
ecutor, Mr. Starr, was that FBI agents
showed up at a high school to issue a

subpoena to a 16-year-old, a 16-year-
old, the son of an individual who was
subject to an investigation. Another
individual linked to Mr. Starr’s office
tried to pressure him into making false
statements regarding the President. In
fact, one individual, Professor Smith,
who was a professor at the University
of Arkansas and the former president
of an Arkansas bank and a business
partner of Jim McDougal over 20 years
ago he was an aide to then-Governor
Bill Clinton, levels an even more seri-
ous charge about the operation of the
Special Prosecutor, Kenneth Starr. Mr.
Smith said, ‘‘They asked me to lie
about other people, and they have lied
about what they have done.’’

In 1985, Mr. Smith pled guilty to a
misdemeanor for misusing a loan. He
took out a loan and he ended up using
it for something other than what it
said in there. Mr. Smith pled guilty to
the incident and included an agreement
to testify against others. That was part
of the plea bargain. He was supposed to
testify against others in the grand
jury.

Well, Mr. Smith has pledged his co-
operation with the investigation and
the cooperation has begun. But did
Starr make it very clear, Starr and his
investigators make it clear what they
wanted Mr. Smith to say? Instead, Mr.
Smith said, again on the program the
other night, ‘‘60 Minutes’’, he said that
‘‘Oh, they made it very clear what they
wanted me to say. They had typed up a
script what was purportedly my testi-
mony, and they wanted me to go in and
read it to the grand jury,’’ and that
‘‘There were things that they were ask-
ing me to say that were untrue, things
that I had repeatedly told them were
not true, things that I told them I had
no knowledge about, but yet they
typed it up, and that was to be my tes-
timony, and I was to enter it before the
grand jury.’’ Fortunately, he refused to
do it.

But if we take a look at what is
going on here, Mr. Speaker, if the gov-
ernment can do this, bring the weight
and pressure of the Federal Govern-
ment, go back and comb 20 years of
one’s history and find a misdemeanor
charge where one might have said
something a little wrong; and then one
says, okay, I will plead guilty and co-
operate, and then they put before
someone testimony that they type up
and they make up the facts, and the
person has to then go before a grand
jury and say it is true, not only about
yourself, but also about other people,
have we crossed that line?

If government, through these inves-
tigations, can do this to friends and as-
sociates of the President, then can
they not do it to me? Can they not do
it to the people sitting at home?
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Can they do it to any American citi-
zen? My concern is that, as all Ameri-
cans, we should be outraged by the ac-
tions of the so-called investigations
going on here in Washington, D.C.
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